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TO i  BACK  BAY  STUDY  GROUP 

FMi  THOMAS  O'PRIBN 

SUBJ:  THE  ECONOMIC  VIABILITY  OF  THE  EACX  BAY  AREA  1958-1968 

THE  ATTACHED  CHARTS  SHOW  THE  AVERAGE  INCREASE  IN  MARKET  VALUE  OF 
PROPERTIES  IN  THE  BACK  BAY  AREA  AS  A  'WHOLE  AND  FOR  INDIVIDUAL  STREETS. 
THE  AVERAGE  INCREASE  IN  MARKET  VALUE  OF  PROPERTY  IN  THE  BACK  EAY 
HAS  BEE!J  BETWEEN  9  and  13  PERCENT  PER  YEAR  IN  THE  DECADE  1958-1968. 
THE  VARIATION  SHOWN  FROM  STREET  TO  STREET  IS  MORE  LIKELY  TO  BE  A 
STATISTICAL  ARTIFACT  THAN  A  REFLECTION  OF  ANY  REAL  DIFFERENCES.  THE 
MARKEi;  CLEARLY  SHOWS  THAT  PACK  BAY  PROPERTIES  HAVE  BEEN  A  VERY  SOUND 
INVEST? .INT.  THE  FACT  THAT  THE  TENANTS  IN  THE  AREA  ARE  NOT  USUALLY 
PERUANA:/!  RESIDENTS  HAS  NOT  SEEMED  TO  RESTRAIN  INCREASES  IN  PRCPERTY 
VALUE. - 

MY  OPINION  IS  THAT  THE  BREAKING  UP  OF  LARGE  UNITS  INTO  A  NUMBER  OF 
SMALLER  APARTMENTS  HAS  PROBABLY  BEEN  CAUSED  BY  THE  FACT  THAT  THIS 
HAS  BEEN  VERY  PROFITABLE.   THERE  IS  VERY  LITTLE  REASON  TO  SPEND 
$20,000  REHA3ING  AN  APARTMENT  WHEN  IT  IS  ALREADY  BRINGING  IN  AS 
MUCH  A3  ONE  CAN  EXPECT  FOR  AN  APARTMENT  C?  THAT  SIZE.  FOR  EXAMPLE, 
A  SINGLE  BEDROOM  APARTMENT  IN  THE  EACK  EAY  RENTS  FOR  $200/M£CNTH.  IF 
IT  WERE  REIABED  FOR  $20,000,  IT  WOULD  HAVE  TO  RENT  FOR  $^00/MONTH. 
THE  FLECR  A2EA  OF  THE  APARTMENT  IS  SIMPLY  INSUFFICIENT  TO  COMMAND 
THAT  KIND  OF  RENT,  NO  MATTER  HOW  NICE  THE  AFRTMSXT. 
THE  "SOCIAL"  DECLINE  OF  THE  BACK  EAY  MAY  WELL  HAVE  BEEN  CAUSED  BY 
ECONOMIC  FORCES,  BUT  THEY  HAVE  tUUt   FRCEABLY  BEEN  TO  THE  ECONOMIC 
ADVANTAGE  OF  PRCPERTY  OWNERS  BOTH  RELATIVELY  AND  ABSOLUTELY. 
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